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ABSTRACT 
 
As the problems involving infrastructure delivery have become more complex and 
contentious, there has been an acknowledgement that these problems cannot be resolved by 
any one body working alone.  This understanding has driven multi-sectoral collaboration and 
has led to an expansion of the set of actors, including stakeholders, who are now involved in 
delivery of infrastructure projects and services.  However, more needs to be understood about 
how to include stakeholders in these processes and ways of developing the requisite 
combination of stakeholders to achieve effective outcomes.  
 
This thesis draws on stakeholder theory and governance network theory to obtain insights 
into how three multi-level networks within the Roads Alliance in Queensland engage with 
stakeholders in the delivery of complex and sensitive infrastructure services and projects.  
New knowledge about stakeholders will be obtained by testing a model of Stakeholder 
Salience and Engagement which combines and extends the stakeholder identification and 
salience theory, ladder of stakeholder management and engagement and the model of 
stakeholder engagement and moral treatment of stakeholders.   
 
By applying this model, the broad research question: “Who or what decides how stakeholders 
are engaged by governance networks delivering public outcomes?” will be addressed. The 
case studies will test a theoretical model of stakeholder salience and engagement which links 
strategic decisions about stakeholder salience with the quality and quantity of engagement 
strategies for engaging different types of stakeholders.  
 
A multiple embedded case study design has been selected as the overall approach to explore, 
describe, explain and evaluate how stakeholder engagement occurs in three governance 
networks delivering road infrastructure in Queensland.  The research design also incorporates 
a four stage approach to data collection: observations, stakeholder analysis, telephone survey 
questionnaire and semi-structured interviews.  
 
The outcomes of this research will contribute to and extend stakeholder theory by showing 
how stakeholder salience impacts on decisions about the types of engagement processes 
implemented.  Governance network theory will be extended by showing how governance 
networks interact with stakeholders through the concepts of stakeholder salience and 
engagement. From a practical perspective this research will provide governance networks 
with an indication of how to optimise engagement with different types of stakeholders.  
 
 2
INTRODUCTION 
As communities are turning to government and industry for integrated solutions to their 
issues, stakeholders have become more important in policy development and service delivery 
(Clarkson, 1995, p. 146) especially in situations where government and business by 
themselves are considered to have failed. This heightened awareness of stakeholders has 
occurred within the context of rapidly changing environmental conditions, loss of trust in 
government, and shifting citizen expectations (Bloomfield, Collins, Fry, & Munton, 2001). It 
has also been prompted by the co-ordination and accountability problems resulting from the 
privatisation and contracting out of government functions to the not for profit and business 
sectors.  
 
The resultant degradation of skills (Farazmand, 2002) and disruption of  networks of 
relationships  (Bulder, Leeuw, & Flap, 1996) within government, between sectors and with 
service users and stakeholders, has driven the need for a different form of governance which 
achieves objectives through relationships based on mutual interdependence rather than 
through control by price signals or administrative authority (Larson, 1992). As a result, there 
has been a growth in collaborative governance arrangements, including governance networks 
which provide a framework for the horizontal co-ordination of public, corporate and 
community interests and actions which are linked by resource dependencies (Provan & 
Milward, 1995).  Consequently governance networks have come to the fore as a mechanism 
for organising activities and bringing together a broader range of actors required to resolve 
contentious and fast paced problems  (Keast, Mandell, Brown, & Woolcock, 2004).   
 
Maintaining relationships with stakeholders has been and continues to be difficult because of 
the range of actions and strategies that stakeholders employ to influence organisations and the 
impact this can have on project completion and delivery of outcomes. However, governance 
networks responsible for delivering inftastructure face an additional layer of complexity 
resulting from their context and in particular, managing stakeholder expectations in a political 
environment.  
 
Context is particularly important for governance networks delivering sensitive infrastructure 
outcomes because business focused models of stakeholder engagement are not calibrated for 
the difficulties associated with delivering infrastructure across multiple jurisdictions, sectors 
and geographic locations and different political circumstances. Further adding to the 
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complexity,  infrastructure development has recently become an urgent national  priority as 
the Australian government accelerated the construction of  major infrastructure to dampen the 
effects of the global financial crisis (Minister for Infrastructure Transport Regional 
Development and Local Government, 2008).  However, despite the criticality of this 
infrastructure services to consumers and the scale and sensitivity of the infrastructure being 
developed, the focus of stakeholder involvement  by infrastructure networks has been largely 
project focused (Atkin, 2008).   
 
This study will fill the gap in knowledge about successful strategies for identifying and 
managing stakeholders of governance networks delivering public outcomes and as a result, 
offer insights and provide a rationale for strategic decision making about stakeholders. 
However, while the context for this study is infrastructure governance networks, the 
theoretical framework to be developed will not be dependent upon or limited to this context.   
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Stakeholder Approach 
Although originating in the private sector, the stakeholder concept has increasingly become 
more prominent in the public management literature over the past 25 years (Bryson, 2004). 
However, it remains a continuing challenge or governance networks to identify appropriate 
stakeholders, to determine when and how to engage with them and to effectively manage 
these relationships to achieve results and derive benefits. Given that these relationships 
provide the form, create constraints and present opportunities for the way public outcomes 
are achieved (Feldman & Khademian, 2002),  it is important that governance networks find 
effective ways to engage with stakeholders as a means of improving the quality of those 
outcomes.  However, dealing effectively with stakeholders is not a straight forward matter 
and the resultant complexities and uncertainties are magnified by the political context within 
which governance networks operate. 
 
To understand how current stakeholder models may be applied in the context of networks 
delivering public outcomes, the following components of the stakeholder approach will be 
considered: definition, identification and classification of stakeholders. The salience of 
stakeholders and how various combinations of salience are linked to stakeholder engagement 
activities will also be examined. These concepts are discussed next.  
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Identifying and Classifying Stakeholders 
Despite the theoretical development that has occurred since Freeman (1984) introduced the 
notion of strategic management of stakeholders, the concept of stakeholding remains 
notoriously vague (Jones & Wicks, 1999).  However, for the purposes of this study, 
stakeholders are defined as groups or individuals who  can have either an actual or potential 
affect on governance network outcomes (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997, p. 869).   
 
Leading from stakeholder definition, the classification of stakeholders has been undertaken in 
a variety of ways in an effort to prioritise stakeholders (Achterkamp & Vos, 2007). However, 
Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model of stakeholder identification and salience has been selected as 
the focus for this study because offers a robust structure for framing and classifying 
stakeholders in accordance with managerial perceptions of stakeholder characteristics.   
Diagram 1 depicts the stakeholder identification and salience model (Mitchell et al., 1997).  
Diagram 1 Stakeholder Identification and Salience Model 
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The stakeholder identification and salience model incorporates various combinations of the 
stakeholder attributes: power, urgency and legitimacy, from which are composed seven 
different stakeholder types. These types are accorded different levels of importance ranging 
from irrelevant, requiring no action to definitive, where managers have a clear and specific 
requirement to act on the stakeholder’s claims immediately (Mitchell et al., 1997). The model 
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theorises that managers should make decisions about stakeholder involvement based on an 
assessment stakeholder salience. This assessment, it is argued, (Mitchell et al., 1997) should 
be based on a consideration of the power of stakeholders and the urgency and legitimacy of 
their claims. It has been acknowledged (Klijn, Koppenjan, & Termeer, 1995) that power and 
legitimacy can affect who will be included in a network and therefore, the network structure, 
the rules of engagement within the network and the outcomes achieved.  Having considered 
stakeholder salience, stakeholder engagement will now be discussed.  
 
Stakeholder Engagement  
Stakeholder engagement describes a range of practices in which organisations take a 
structured approach to connecting with stakeholders (Thomson & Bebbington, 2005). The 
starting point for this discussion of stakeholder engagement is Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of 
citizen participation in public policy planning.  Arnstein (1969) theorised that public 
participation was motivated by a range of factors from manipulation to the desire to engender 
citizen control. The ladder of participation, was adapted for the stakeholder context and ‘re-
emerged’ as a tool for understanding stakeholder engagement  (Friedman & Miles, 2006). 
Friedman and Miles (2006) have proposed a power based continuum of stakeholder 
engagement activities beginning with one-way static communication techniques and 
concluding with multi-party dialogical processes. Moving up this continuum, it appears that 
as interdependency with stakeholders increases stakeholder engagement processes become 
more collaborative.  
 
As an alternative, in 2007, Greenwood developed a model of stakeholder engagement based 
on the moral treatment of stakeholders. Greenwood’s (2007) model was the first to explore 
organisational treatment of stakeholders as a factor in organisational choices about the extent 
of stakeholder engagement. However, the model proposed by Greenwoood (2007), treated 
stakeholder engagement as a single variable. This is in contrast to Leach et al.’s (2005) 
approach in which stakeholder engagement was differentiated into two constructs: quality 
and quantity of stakeholder engagement as a measure of the effectiveness of engagement 
opportunities offered by local authorities in the United Kingdom.  
 
Therefore, to obtain a more fine grained view of the relationship between stakeholder 
salience and stakeholder engagement, both quality and quantity aspects of stakeholder 
engagement will be examined. However, the optimum levels of stakeholder engagement and 
 6
types of activities that could be applicable to different configurations of stakeholder salience 
are yet to be articulated.  Achieving equilibrium between stakeholder salience and 
engagement is particularly pertinent for governance networks because stakeholders can 
seriously disrupt networks through withdrawal of resources or creating reputational damage.  
 
Following on from this, the next section considers governance forms, particularly networked 
arrangements and then discusses network management to reveal gaps in current knowledge 
about how governance networks manage stakeholders.   
       
Network Governance and Management  
Governance is perceived as a mechanism for solving common problems at local, national and 
global levels taking account of the relationships, rights and obligations of the actors facing 
the problems and how power and authority play out (Newman, 2001). The literature tends to 
focus on three major and idealised governance paradigms, unicentric or hierarchical forms 
(state or firm hierarchy), multicentric (market) and pluricentric (network) (Lowndes & 
Skelcher, 1998; Powell, 1990; Thompson, Frances, Levacic, & Mitchell, 1991; Van 
Kersbergen & Van Waarden, 2004).  
 
Hierarchical governance is characterised as a vertical or top down co-ordinating mechanism 
which is based on the bureaucratic model of organisation (Kooiman, 2005; Peters & Pierre, 
1998). By contrast, market governance is a more spontaneous co-ordination mechanism 
which operates in a market context and makes use of multiple economic and judicial 
institutions and contractual arrangements to govern economic transactions (Powell, 1990; 
Van Kersbergen & Van Waarden, 2004).     
 
While network governance is acknowledged as the overarching form of more collaborative 
styles of governance (Lowndes & Skelcher, 1998), the literature also acknowledges the 
concept of governance networks (Sorensen & Torfing, 2007) which are a mechanism for 
public policy making and implementation which occurs through a web of relationships 
between government, business and civil society (Klijn & Skelcher, 2007, p. 587). A strong 
link running through the governance network literature is the importance of engaging with a 
range of actors as a means of improving service delivery and policy outcomes by 
incorporating a range diverse ideas, insights, responses and solutions (Agranoff, 2007). For 
governance networks, it could be argued that outcomes will be context specific and 
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dependent upon the charter establishing the network and available resources. Therefore, the 
involvement of stakeholders will be influenced by the political and institutional environments 
in which the governance network exists.  
 
Several factors that could influence the way that governance networks may undertake the 
engagement of stakeholders have been identified.  Firstly, the literature has acknowledged 
that governance networks can simultaneously exhibit various hierarchical, market and 
networked arrangements through the adoption of a hybrid approach (Considine & Lewis, 
1999; Keast, Mandell, & Brown, 2006; Powell, 1990). As a result, these networks face the 
complexity of dealing with stakeholders in relationships which operate on a relational level 
through reciprocity, trust and interdependence (Keast & Hampson, 2007) but also incorporate 
contractual or legislative elements.  Under hybrid governance arrangements, stakeholder 
engagement undertaken by infrastructure delivery networks would not be straightforward or 
simple to manage.     
 
Secondly, while power is seldom at the forefront of theorising about governance networks   
(Klijn & Skelcher, 2007, p. 602), the literature has recognised that power distribution within 
networks is asymmetrical, resulting in a series of power dependence relationships (Agranoff 
and McGuire 2001). Differential power distribution is particularly pertinent to governance 
networks as demonstrated by a number of studies (Agranoff, 2007; Eglene, Dawes, & 
Schneider, 2007; Graddy & Chen, 2006; Provan & Milward, 1995) which show that 
government can be an actor in governance networks. Given its potential to dominate because 
it is usually a major funder of road infrastructure projects, government, as a stakeholder, may 
be accorded privileged status by the network and receive disproportionately favourable 
treatment than other equally influential stakeholders.  Managing this dynamic also points to 
the complexities that infrastructure governance networks face in interacting with 
stakeholders.   
 
Thirdly, Sorensen and Torfing (2003) contend that individual actors may be unable to discard 
the responsibilities of belonging to a particular organisation in favour of the collective 
network approach despite the pressure brought to bear by working in a networked 
environment. This inability or unwillingness of network members to set aside their 
representative role (Mandell & Keast, 2008) may influence decision making about 
stakeholders, particularly as the result of power domination.   
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 Network Management  
In the literature, a wide range of non-traditional management strategies have been proposed 
as mechanisms for guiding network interactions (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001b, 2003; 
Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004; Mandell, 2001).  However, McGuire (2003) has challenged the 
notion that networks need different management strategies suggesting that network 
management tasks may not be different from hierarchical management activities.  
 
Adding to the complexity, Jarvenisvu and Moller (2008) assert that there is no developed 
theory of network management because the field is so fragmented. This is supported by 
Rethemeyer and Hatmaker (2007) who contend that there is no integration across network 
management processes and models. This viewpoint is in keeping with Agranoff ‘s (2007) 
contention  that there is a shortfall in knowledge about how governance networks are 
managed. 
 
However despite these disagreements within the network management literature, the 
following networks management functions have been distilled (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001a, 
2001b; Keast & Hampson, 2007; Kickert, Klijn, & Koppenjan, 1997; McGuire, 2003):  
1. Activating- recruiting members and resources,  
2. Framing-  establishing the vision and rules,  
3. Mobilising- creating joint commitment, and  
4. Synthesising- building and maintaining relationships. 
 
Irrespective of the processes selected, it could be argued that engaging with and managing 
actors within network processes is a fundamental aspect of network  management and this is 
supported by Agranoff  (2007).  Furthermore, Keast and Hampson (2007) in a recent study of  
a Cooperative Research Centre as an interorganisational innovation network,  reinforced that 
relationships are a significant feature of networks and that these relationships need to be 
strategically managed to obtain the best possible results.  However despite this strong 
relational focus, a gap has been identified in the literature: inclusion and engagement of 
stakeholders as a specific actor group, has yet to be explicitly addressed by governance 
networks.   
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While the stakeholder concept is evident in the governance network literature (Agranoff, 
2007; Agranoff & McGuire, 2001b, 2003; Edelenbos & Klijn, 2006; McGuire, 2002), it could 
be argued that a more in-depth understanding of how governance networks interact with 
stakeholders, the  resultant combinations of stakeholder salience and the appropriate 
engagement strategies for each of these combinations of stakeholders is required. To begin to 
fill this gap, a model of stakeholder salience and engagement is proposed and is discussed 
next.  
 
Model of Stakeholder Salience and Engagement  
This study elaborates a model of stakeholder salience and engagement and shows its 
usefulness in explaining how differing combinations of stakeholder salience may be related to 
the extent of stakeholder engagement, as an initial step to understanding how governance 
networks engage with stakeholders. This model builds on and extends the work stakeholder 
identification and salience model (Mitchell et al., 1997), the ladder of stakeholder 
management and engagement (Friedman & Miles, 2006) and the model of stakeholder 
engagement and moral treatment of stakeholders (Greenwood, 2007).   
 
The theoretical framework for this study departs from Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model in two 
major respects.  Firstly, the construct of urgency has been divided into two individual 
attributes: criticality and temporality because, it is theorised, that they represent different 
concepts. The replacement of urgency with criticality and temporality thus increases the 
combinations of salience from eight to sixteen as indicated in Table 1. Secondly, the 
categorisations of salience established by Mitchell et al. (1997) will not be a feature of the 
model of stakeholder salience and engagement so as to maintain the focus on combinations of 
salience rather than categorisations. 
Table 1 Revised Combinations of Stakeholder Salience 
COMBINATIONS OF SALIENCE  ORGANISATIONAL RESPONSE 
1. Stakeholder possesses power; claims are considered to be 
legitimate, critical and require immediate attention 
Attends  to stakeholder demands with high priority 
 
2.  Stakeholder has power; claims are considered to be legitimate 
and critical but do not warrant immediate attention  
Attends to stakeholder claims within in normal 
organisational timeframes 
 
3. Stakeholder has power; claims are considered to be critical and 
require immediate attention but are not legitimate  
Manages contentious relationship in which 
stakeholder directly applies coercive, financial or 
normative power to achieve objectives 
4. Stakeholder has power; claims are legitimate and deserve 
immediate attention but are not critical 
Closely monitors the criticality of claims and acts 
if they become critical  
 
 10
COMBINATIONS OF SALIENCE  ORGANISATIONAL RESPONSE 
5. Stakeholder has no power; claims are considered to be 
legitimate and critical and  worthy of immediate attention  
Manages stakeholder who may collaborate with 
other stakeholders to apply pressure to achieve 
objectives  
 
6. Stakeholder has power and claims are considered to be critical, 
but not worthy of immediate attention and of insufficient  
legitimacy to cause the organisation to act 
Manages contentious relationship  
 
7. Stakeholder has power; claims are not legitimate, but worthy 
of immediate attention  and  not critical  
Monitors stakeholder and their claims 
 
8. Stakeholder lacks  power; claims are legitimate and  critical 
but  not worthy of immediate attention  
Monitors stakeholder and their claims for evidence 
of stakeholder coalition formation  
9.  Stakeholder lacks power; claims are both critical and worthy 
of immediate attention but not legitimate  
Monitors stakeholder and their claims 
10.  Stakeholder lacks power; claims are legitimate and warrant 
immediate attention but are not critical  
Organisation monitors stakeholder and their claims
11. Stakeholder has both power and claims would be considered 
legitimate but lacks criticality and are not worthy of immediate 
attention  
Organisation seeks to involve stakeholder who has 
no awareness of an issue or unwilling to become 
involved 
12.  Stakeholder has power; claims are not critical, worthy of 
immediate attention or legitimate  
Organisation manages contentious relationship  
13.  Claims are not critical but worthy of immediate attention, not  
legitimate and stakeholder has no power   
Organisation keeps stakeholder informed 
14. Claims are not legitimate, not worthy of  immediate attention 
but are critical and stakeholder  holds no power 
Organisation monitors stakeholder and their claims
15. Stakeholder has  no power; claims are legitimate but are  
neither critical nor require immediate attention 
Organisation keeps stakeholder informed 
16. Stakeholder has no power; claims not considered legitimate, 
critical or requiring immediate attention. 
None 
 
Table 1 show the various combinations of stakeholder salience and potential organisational 
responses to stakeholders holding various combinations of power, legitimacy, criticality and 
temporality. Having explained the impact of salience in the proposed model, the stakeholder 
engagement aspects will now be explicated.  The theoretical framework for this study departs 
from the traditional examination of stakeholder engagement as a single variable (Greenwood, 
2007) and builds on Leach et al.’s (2005) approach of treating quality and quantity of 
stakeholder engagement as discrete variables. The quantity of stakeholder engagement will be 
considered as the number of engagement  opportunities made available to stakeholders 
(Leach, Lowndes, Cowell, & Downe, 2005).  The quality of stakeholder engagement will be 
considered as contact between governance networks and stakeholders (Voci & Hewstone, 
2003), ranging from one-way communication to dialogical processes (Crane and Livesy, 
2003).  
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The Model of Stakeholder Salience and  Engagement presented in Diagram 2 combines and 
extends the work of  Mitchell et al. (1997), Friedman and Miles (2006) and Greenwood 
(2007). This model suggests that there may be an optimal level of engagement for the 
different combinations of salience assigned to stakeholders. 
 
Diagram 2 Model of Stakeholder Salience and Engagement  
 
 
Diagram 2 depicts the proposed quality and quantity of engagement notionally rated along a 5 
point scale for each of the sixteen combinations of stakeholder salience outlined in Table 1.   
 
Application of this model will show the extent to which it predicts governance network 
responses to sixteen combinations of stakeholder salience and the proposed stakeholder 
engagement strategies for each combination.  The gaps in the literature are clarified next.  
 
Research Gaps  
In previous sections, the theoretical underpinnings of this research: governance networks and 
stakeholders were examined and a number of gaps identified. Firstly, although the literature 
has considered stakeholder salience in some depth (Mitchell et al., 1997), previous studies 
have treated the construct of urgency as a single variable despite widespread 
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acknowledgment (Agle, Mitchell, & Sonnenfeld, 1999; Friedman & Miles, 2006; Mitchell et 
al., 1997) that it comprises two elements: criticality and temporality. However, treating 
urgency as two discrete variables: criticality and temporality, may result in different 
attributions of stakeholder salience than those proposed by Mitchell et al. (1997). 
 
Secondly, the relationship between stakeholder salience and stakeholder engagement has yet 
to be examined.  As a consequence, there is no clear understanding of how decisions about 
stakeholder salience impact on decisions about stakeholder engagement.  Furthermore, the 
concept of stakeholder engagement has generally been treated as a single variable 
(Greenwood, 2007), other than in Leach et al.’s 2005 study.  Therefore, there has been little 
theoretical development about how variations in quality and quantity of stakeholder 
engagement should differ for different types of stakeholders. Studying stakeholder salience 
and its relationship with stakeholder engagement as a function of quality and quantity of 
engagement will extend the stakeholder literature by showing how stakeholder salience 
impacts on decisions about the types of engagement processes implemented.   
 
Finally, the literature has identified stakeholders an actor group with whom governance 
networks interact (Bell & Park, 2006).  However the theory of governance networks has not 
developed to the point of exploring interactions with stakeholders as a specific actor group or 
how these interactions may occur within an environment in which three modes of 
governance: hierarchical, market and network operate simultaneously. Taking into 
consideration the governance network environment, this study will provide some initial 
indications about one aspect of interactions between governance networks and stakeholders: 
the link between stakeholder salience and engagement.  
 
Therefore, new knowledge about how stakeholder salience decisions are linked to stakeholder 
engagement activities will be created through testing of the proposed model of stakeholder 
salience and engagement. The following research questions will be used in a test of this 
theoretical framework.  
 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS  
The conceptual framework developed in this research will be tested by answering the 
following research question:  
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 RQ1 Who or what decides how stakeholders are optimally engaged by governance 
networks delivering public outcomes?                                                                                                        
 
It will also answer three more specific research questions:  
 RQ2 What levels of power, legitimacy, temporality and criticality are attributed to 
stakeholders? 
RQ3  How do  differing combinations of  power, legitimacy, temporality and 
criticality relate to the quality and quantity of stakeholder engagement undertaken 
with stakeholders? 
RQ4 What features of governance networks impact on stakeholder engagement?  
 
METHODOLOGY 
Research Design 
As depicted in Diagram 3 which visually conveys the structure of the research design 
(Ivankova, Creswell, & Stick, 2006), data collection will proceed in three stages and will 
follow a qualitative, quantitative, qualitative sequence. 
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Diagram 3 Sequencing of Data Collection and Analysis Phases 
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Having identified the approach and sequencing of the data collections phases, the rationale 
for case study selection will be discussed next.  
 
Case Studies 
In this study, the selection of the cases focused on generating information about stakeholder 
interactions in governance networks rather than to investigate extreme, unique or revelatory 
cases. Therefore, purposive sampling to achieve comparability and representativeness has 
been employed (Teddlie & Yu, 2007). Case selection was based on a collective approach  
(Stake, 1995) through which the model of stakeholder salience and engagement was tested 
with a number of cases. Using this approach it has been possible to obtain insights into how 
governance networks engage with stakeholders and the impact of stakeholder salience on 
these interactions thus allowing comparison across cases.  
 
 Locating cases that were representative of governance networks was undertaken in several 
stages.  Initially, leads about potential cases were obtained from senior representatives of 
government. These leads were followed up with a review of websites of the suggested  
networks to understand their functions and scope. A shortlist of potential networks was 
developed and the contact was made with the managers of three large government networks, 
requesting permission for a case study to be undertaken.  
 
Following discussions with the networks about the proposed research project, the Roads 
Alliance was selected as the candidate case study network.  The Roads Alliance, a partnership 
established in 2002 by the Main Roads (MR) Division of the Department of Main Roads and 
Transport (TMR) and the Local Government Association of Queensland (LGAQ) on behalf 
of regional councils throughout Queensland. The Roads Alliance is jointly funded by state 
and local governments and is structured into three levels of governance including the Roads 
Alliance Board, the Roads Alliance Project Team (RAPT) and eighteen Regional Roads 
groups (RRG) and their associated Technical Committees. All three levels of the network 
interact at the Roads Assembly which is biannual event.  
 
Case Study Design  
A multiple embedded case study design (Yin, 2003) was selected for this study because it is 
allowing conclusions to be drawn through an investigation of stakeholder relationships at two 
levels: RRG and project. By studying these primary and sub-units of analysis, it will be 
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possible to make cross-case comparisons and analytic generalisations (Eisenhardt, 1989) 
about the proposed Model of Stakeholder Salience and Engagement. By collecting detailed 
descriptions of each RRG and multiple projects undertaken by each  RRG it should be 
possible to obtain an understanding of the unique features of each case and the identification 
of significant “shared patterns that that cut across cases” (Patton, 2002).  Therefore, a three 
setting case study approach as depicted in Diagram 4 has been chosen for this study.  
 
Diagram 4 Case Study Design 
 
 
This approach is a good fit for the study of stakeholder engagement by governance networks 
for three reasons. Firstly, it is showing how different RRG’s engage with stakeholders and is 
uncovering the factors that underlie each network’s approach.  Secondly, it is providing an 
indication of how stakeholder salience and engagement unfold at the project level by 
studying stakeholder relationships associated with projects undertaken by each RRG.  
Finally, it allows data to be collected about the how the other levels of the Roads Alliance i.e. 
the Board and RAPT, influence interactions between stakeholders and RRG’s.  
 
Taking into account the research questions proposed in this study, and the context in which it 
is occurring, the next section will outline the data collection methods being used to answer 
the research questions.  
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Data Collection  
Stage 1: Observations 
In order to understand how RRG’s operate and how these interactions translate into 
relationships with stakeholders, observations of the network members in action is being 
undertaken.  With the approval of network members, observations have been conducted in a 
range of meetings and workshops including: RRG and Technical Committee meetings, 
Regional Roads Assemblies, Technical Committee Road Trip and Asset Management 
Workshop. Observations began in October 2009 and will continue throughout 2010. To date 
eleven observations have been undertaken. It is intended that observations will continue over 
a period of twelve months to get a better understanding of the routines that RRG’s undertake 
and the extent to which stakeholders are involved in these routines.  
 
At each contact, extensive field notes are taken and transcribed into a contact summary sheet.  
The categories and questions incorporated in this summary sheet are based on 
recommendations made by Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 50) and Emerson, Fretz and Shaw 
(1995, p.146).  These questions focus on what is happening within the network and the 
specific links to stakeholders.  
 
As part of these observation processes, it has been possible to obtain a general understanding 
of who the stakeholders of each RRG might be.  Relevant observational data has also been 
incorporated into the stakeholder analysis phase which is discussed next. 
 
Stage 2: Stakeholder Analysis  
In order to understand the salience of RRG stakeholders, the first step was to identify which 
stakeholders each RRG may take into account.  This information was gathered by 
undertaking a stakeholder analysis which has been defined as a systematic approach to 
obtaining knowledge about stakeholders (Varvasovszky & Brugha, 2000).  However it has 
been acknowledged (Bryson, 2004) that stakeholder analysis can take many forms and 
incorporate varying degrees of complexity.  In this study, a simple stakeholder analysis 
process was selected because the specific objective was to identify stakeholders. Any further 
analyses will be undertaken from data collected through telephone survey interviews and 
semi-structured interviews.  
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For the purposes of this stakeholder analysis, stakeholders are defined as actors or 
organisations who can or can potentially affect or be  affected by the achievement of RRG 
outcomes (Mitchell et al., 1997). To identify potential stakeholders, the following set of 
documents: annual reports, budget documents and strategic plans for the RRG, Main Roads, 
the LGAQ and Councils represented on each RRG were reviewed.  From this, a list of 
stakeholders for each RRG was produced.  Feedback was obtained from each RRG. A similar 
process was conducted to identify project stakeholders.  The stakeholder lists formed the 
basis for telephone survey interviews which are discussed next.  
 
Stage 3: Telephone Survey Interviews   
To answer Research Question 2 about the levels of power, legitimacy, criticality and 
temporality and, therefore, salience which are attributed to stakeholders; telephone survey 
interviews were conducted. Using the list of stakeholders identified previously, network 
members were asked to rate the listed stakeholders along the dimensions of salience.  
Interviewees were also be given the opportunity to identify additional stakeholders.  
 
Given that each RRG has a finite population; all members of each RRG were approached to 
participate in the survey. The census approach was chosen because of the small population 
size, around 15-20 members, and to obtain a more accurate and complete understanding of 
the salience attributed to stakeholders. Each RRG member was contacted advising them of 
the objectives of the study and requesting their participation in a telephone survey interview 
of about 30 minutes duration.  Interviews were recorded with the individual’s consent. 
Transcripts of the interviews were created for data analysis. 
 
The data collected from the telephone survey interviews is being used in stage three, semi-
structured interviews which are discussed next.  
 
Stage 4: Semi-structured Interviews 
To answer Research Question 3 about the relationship between stakeholder combinations and 
quality and quantity of stakeholder engagement and Research Question 4 and identify what 
features of governance networks affect attributions of stakeholder salience, a series of semi-
structured interviews is being undertaken. The purpose of the interviews is firstly to 
understand how stakeholders with different combinations of salience are currently engaged 
by the RRG, particularly in relation to the quality and quantity of engagement of engagement 
 19
undertaken.  Secondly, the interviews seek to discover how various issues related to 
governance networks impact on attributions of stakeholder salience.  
 
To ensure an accurate and complete understanding of the quality and quantity of stakeholder 
engagement undertaken by each RRG with different types of stakeholders, all of the 
respondents to the telephone survey interview are again being contacted to request their 
participation in a second interview of 45 minutes duration. Interviews will be either in person 
or by phone as nominated by interviewees.  
 
RRG members will be interviewed to identify critical instances of stakeholder interactions 
and to understand how stakeholder engagement unfolded in this context. Respondents will be 
questioned in-depth to draw out as much detail as possible to gain a better understanding of 
the nature of the interactions with stakeholders and the quality and quantity of engagement 
activities undertaken.   
 
While primarily open-ended questions will be used to capture interviewees’ perspectives and 
experiences as either an RRG member, closed questions will be asked to elicit demographic 
data.  Respondents will also be asked to rate two aspects of stakeholder engagement: quantity 
and quality using scales derived from Tausch et al. (2007) and Friedman and Miles (2006). 
Interviews will be recorded with the individual’s consent. Transcripts of the interviews will 
be created for data analysis.   
 
Having provided the rationale for using telephone survey interview and semi-structured 
interviews to collect data for this study, analysis of these data are discussed next.  
Data Analysis 
This mixed methods study is generating a large amount of data, both quantitative and 
qualitative data about RRG and their stakeholders, and the analysis is being undertaken in 
three steps  Firstly, data from the telephone survey interviews has been analysed to uncover 
the combinations of salience attributed to stakeholders by network members.  This 
information has been used to tailor the semi-structured interview questions. Secondly, 
qualitative data generated by the interviews will be combined with the quantitative data from 
the telephone survey interviews to undertake a within case analysis to establish each case as a 
unique entity. Finally, the full data set will be used in developing a cross case analysis.   
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PRELIMINARY THEMES EMERGING  
This research has currently reached data collection and early stage analysis stage. From the 
data collected to date and the very early analysis undertaken, a number of general themes 
appear to be emerging and will be discussed next.  
 
Stakeholder Identification  
Across all RRG’s and projects about which data has been collected, approximately 120 
potential stakeholders have been identified in thirteen categories as identified in Table 2.   
 
Table 2 Stakeholder Categories 
Category RRG1 Project1 RRG2 Project1 RRG3 Project1 
Queensland 
Government 
* * * No data No data  * 
Roads Alliance 
Project Team 
*  * No data No data   
Industry groups * * * No data No data  * 
Interest groups: 
environmental, 
economic 
development, tourism 
*  * No data No data  * 
Professional 
Associations 
   No data No data  * 
Service clubs    No data No data  * 
Seniors organisations    No data No data  * 
Transport peak 
bodies 
   No data No data  * 
Elected 
representatives: 
federal, state, local  
   No data No data  * 
Member Councils * * * No data No data  * 
Community  *  No data No data  * 
Regional government 
agencies 
*  * No data No data  * 
Service providers     No data No data  * 
 
A number of issues seem to be emerging from this breakdown. Firstly RRG’s seem to engage 
with fewer stakeholders than occurs at project level.  This may be explained by the limited 
scope of RRG operations; program management whereas road construction projects may 
affect many groups and citizens. Secondly RRG’s do not seem to engage at the community 
level. This type of engagement occurs within projects.  Thirdly, RRG’s have identified a 
significant number of stakeholders with whom they might need to engage at some stage 
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rather than immediately. This issue is particularly pronounced in relation to federal and state 
elected representatives.  
 
The practice of identifying stakeholders that may be important in the future seems to indicate 
that RRG’s maintain an awareness of what is happening in their external environment and 
which stakeholders might become more relevant as either issues change or the demands of 
the stakeholder increase. Mitchell et al. (1997) have labelled these groups and individuals as 
non-stakeholders. However this category of “future stakeholders” may be different from non-
stakeholders and this concept will be examined further.   
 
Stakeholder Salience 
The Stakeholder Salience and Engagement model proposes sixteen categories of stakeholder 
salience each with differing combinations of power, legitimacy, temporality and criticality. 
However fewer categories appear to be emerging. Categories of stakeholders whose salience 
combination suggests that they may be antagonistic or problematic (Poister & Van Slyke, 
2002) have not yet been identified in the data.  
 
At the network level, this could be occurring because the process of allocating funds within 
the RRG is transparent and equitable and therefore external intervention or agitation is not 
required to achieve particular organisational or political agendas.  At the project level, as 
RRG projects are comparatively small road projects, they may not attract the range of 
stakeholders and conflicting claims that would be expected in large scale road construction 
projects. However, as further data are collected and analysed, a clearer picture of the range of 
salience combinations will be confirmed.    
 
Stakeholder Engagement 
At the network level, stakeholder engagement is not a neatly defined linear process like it 
appears to be at project level.  Some possible permutations of stakeholder/network member 
relationships include:  
• Each member of the RRG may have relationships with multiple stakeholders 
• These relationships may be with individuals at different levels in same stakeholder 
organisation 
• A number of RRG members may have a relationship with the same stakeholder   
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• As membership or observer status within the RGG is a common engagement technique, 
some stakeholders are network members 
• Each of these stakeholder/RRG member relationships will be different, possibly 
depending on such factors as their role in the RRG, the organisation they represent and 
the role they play in that organisation.      
• Both stakeholders and network members may have a number of representative roles in 
addition to their membership of the RRG e.g. elected representative and member of 
professional organisation lobbying the RRG and it may be difficult for RRG members to 
shed these roles in favour of the collective approach required of the RRG. 
 
Further analysis is being undertaken to better understand the complexities of these 
relationships. 
 
Both push and pull strategies are used in engaging with stakeholders.  RRG’s tend to employ 
pull strategies: stakeholders with high power and legitimacy are pulled into the network 
where less salient stakeholders are not approached unless there is a specific issue that requires 
RRG intervention. At the project level, push and pull strategies are used simultaneously: 
some stakeholders are invited via newspaper advertisements to respond to issues while others 
are contacted directly for personal interviews. The decision to use a push or pull strategy may 
be related to the time and resources that network members have available to undertake 
stakeholder engagement.      
 
Following on from this, stakeholder engagement can be either one off or ongoing. At RRG 
level, stakeholder engagement is an ongoing process with those stakeholders who are 
network members. At project level, stakeholder engagement tends to be one-off.   
 
Network 
The driving force for each of the RRG’s is access to resources; with one interviewee 
observing that ‘it’s all about the money”.  This resource sharing focus appears to impact on 
RRG’s in two ways: it sets the operating environment and rules of engagement for the 
network and how stakeholder engagement is approached. The main objective of stakeholder 
engagement appears to be securing resources and support.  
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Two of the RRG’s have identified members who undertake co-ordination and management 
roles within these networks. It has been proposed by Beach and Keast (2010) that network 
management functions undertaken by governance networks  incorporate stakeholder 
engagement and that network managers play a key role in creating and sustaining connections 
between governance networks and their stakeholders. As additional data are collected, these 
links will be further explored.  
 
CONCLUSION 
Analysis of the data generated to date in this study is providing some preliminary indications 
about how infrastructure governance networks engage with stakeholders. The following 
issues appear to be emerging: 
1.  Stakeholder engagement at network level is complex and messy 
2. Fewer stakeholder salience combinations being identified  
3. The concept of a “future stakeholder”  
4. Network management and managers may be important to stakeholder engagement by 
governance networks. 
 
The extent to which these issues, and others, potentially impact on how governance networks 
engage with stakeholders will become clearer as the data collection and analysis continue.  
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